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1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis 
for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-3, 6*16, and 19-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over White et al (US 4,026,852) in view of Horn (US 
4,072,426). 

As in claims 1, 16, and 20, White et al teaches, in column 2, lines 18- 
20, that the fusion of a PVC layer can be measured by gloss. While White et 
al does not teach any particular gloss measuring instrument of technique, it 
is known in the art, as shown by Horn, to measure gloss by reflecting a laser 
beam (the light can be from a laser; see column 1, line 67, and column 4, lines 
11-12), measuring the reflected light (with detectors 7, 8) and, on the basis of 
the reflected light, the gloss, which, according to White et al, can be 
correlated with a degree of fusion of the layer. It would have been obvious to 
use a gloss measuring instrument, such as shown by Horn, to measure the 
degree of fusion of a PVC layer, because, as taught by White et al, this is a 
known manner of measuring the fusion of such layers. 

As in claims 2, 3, 8, and 21, it is known, as shown by Horn (column 3, 
lines 27*35), to calibrate the instrument by measuring a series of standards. 
When using the measurement to determine fusion of the layer, as taught by 
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White et al, it would have been obvious to use appropriate standards to relate 
fusion to the measurement in a straightforward application of the known 
general use of such standards to calibrate the instrument. 

As in claims 6, 7, and 19, the instrument of Horn measures the 
intensity profile of the beam; it measures the directly reflected light (detector 
7) and scattered light (detector 8), which together give profile information. 
Detector 7 measures the total intensity of the (specularly) reflected beam. 

The White reference teaches that the gloss measurement can be used 
to determine fusion of PVC; Horn measures coated surfaces, including 
surfaces onto which plastics have been deposited (column 3, lines 23*34), as 
in claims 12. It would have been obvious to use measure any such surfaces for 
which fusion is of interest, such as layers made of PVC plastisol (claim 22), 
and including transparent (claims 9, 13), translucent (claims 10, 13) or 
opaque (claim 10) layers. As the light source of Horn directs light 
continuously during the measurement, and the detectors detect the light 
continuously, the method is "continuous" as in claims 11 and 15. Measuring 
any area of the object that is convenient and accessible, including near an 
edge (claims 14, 23), would have been obvious; there is no reason for those in 
the art to believe that the method would no work near an edge. 

Clams 4, 5, 17 and 18 call for measuring a wavefront of the beam. The 
instant disclosure, in discussing this, discloses that this can be done in with a 
Shack-Hartmann-type single interferometer wavefront sensor system 
(instant specification, page 10, lines 2-3). There appears to be no disclosure 
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teaching or suggesting the use of such a wavefront sensor to measure the 
fusion of a layer such as a PVC pastisol layer; this goes beyond the general 
recognition in the art of using a gloss measurement as taught by White et al. 
Thus claims 4, 5, 17 and 18 contain allowable subject matter, and would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
their respective parent claims. 

3. The drawing figures filed 15 July 2003 are objected to under 35 USC 
84(p). On figures 2, 3, and 4 the numbers and letters are smaller that the .32 
cm (1/8 inch) height, and thus are too small to be plain and legible. 

4. Herbrechtsmeier et al (US 4,991,932) mentions that lack of complete 
fusion (residual crystallinity) in a layer "often ... [is] the cause of strong light 
scattering" (column 2, lines 34-36). This suggests the use of a light scattering 
method to determine completeness of fusion in such layers. 

Dandliker et al shows measuring the light scattering characteristics of 
a surface in which the distribution of the light over the entire cross-section of 
the beam is measured; see the embodiment of figure s 3 and 4 of that 
reference. 

Evans shows it is known to measure the light reflective characteristics 
of a surface "on-line", that is, continuously while it is being manufactured. 
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5. The Evans reference, above, discusses evaluating "the degree of fusion 
of the layers" (column 6, lines 26*28). It appears that what is meant by 
"fusion of the layers" in the Evans reference is different that what is meant in 
the instant specification, with Evans meaning the degree to which the two 
layers are fused together (Evans, column 6, lines 19-24), while in this 
application "fusion" refers to the process through which solid OVC particles 
are fused together into a homogeneous solid film (instant disclosure, page 1, 
lines 3-5 of paragraph [002]). Perhaps care needs to be taken to ensure that 
the claims distinguish over these two different meanings of the term "fusion". 



6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the examiner should be directed to Richard A Rosenberger whose 
telephone number is (571) 272-2428. The examiner can normally be reached 
on Monday through Friday during the hours of 8-00-4'30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examinees supervisor, Gregory J. Toatley, Jr. can be reached on (571) 272- 
2800 ext. 77. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. Information regarding 
the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private 
PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see httpV/pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 



R. A. Rosenberger 
23 September 2005 




